UNITED STATES
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20549

DiIvVISION OF
CORPORATION FINANCE

December 20, 1991

Mr. Robert J. Diercks
Foster Pepper & Shefelman
1111 Third Avenue

Suite 3400

Seattle, Washington 98101

Re: Section 16 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
Dear Mr. Diercks:

In regard to your letters ofMay 28, 1991 and Aug. 2, 1991, qur response

thereto is attached to the enclosed Photocopy of your

Correspondence. By doing this, we avoid having to recite or

Summarize the facts get forth in your letters.
Sincerely,
g
L*f"&&l aw

Abigail Arms
Deputy Chief Counsel
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August 2, 1991

VIA FACSIMILE
202-272-2677

Mr. Brian J. Lane

Office of Chief Counsel

Division of Corporation Finance
Securities & Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20549

Dear Mr. Lane:

In accordance with our telephone conversation last week, this
will supplement our 1letter of May 28, 1991 requesting an
interpretation of the Commission's Rule 16(b)-3(c)(l) in
connection with the acceleration of the vesting period for a
derivative security. You have requested further information
regarding the acceleration of the vesting period under the stock
option plan.

As we previously noted, the Plan Administrator agreed to
accelerate the vesting provisions for an employee in connection
with the termination of the employment relationship of the
employee. The provisions of the Stock Option Plan which are
relevant are as follows:

a. Plan Administration. The Plan Administrator is the
Board of Directors or a committee of the Board of Directors, in

either case, consisting of a majority of disinterested
directors. The Plan Administrator has the authority, in its
discretion, to determine all matters relating to the derivative
securities.

b. m M rity. The Plan provides that the term of
each non-qualified stock option shall be as established by the
) Plan Administrator. The Plan then provides that ®"unless the
’ condition of this sentence is waived or modified in the
agreement evidencing the option or by resolution adopted by the
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Plan Administrator” the option will be exercisable 20% after one
year continuous relationship with the company from the date the
option was granted and an additional 1.666% each month completed
thereafter.

c. Termination of Relationship. The Plan provides that if

an employee's relationship with the Company ceases, the employee
may exercise that portion of the option "which is exercisable at
the time of such cessation". The option shall terminate at the
end of a three month period unless "such provision is waived in
the agreement evidencing the option or by resolution adopted by
the Plan Administrator within 30 days of such cessation".

The actual option issued to the ex-employee incorporates the
Plan and states that the option "shall vest and become
exercisable according to the terms and conditions of the (Plan)
and as follows:" and repeats the normal vesting schedule set
forth in the Plan under Term and Maturity.

As our letter of May 28, 1991 noted, in connection with the
termination of the employment relationship, the acceleration of
the vesting period for a certain number of options was done by a
unanimous resolution of the Board of Directors and consequently
was made in accordance with the Plan. The corporate resolution
provided that "the stock option grants for (employee) shall be
accelerated to allow for the immediate vesting of (additional)
options". @ We do not believe that this acceleration of the
options vested by a resolution of the Plan Administrator in
accordance with the Plan constitutes a new grant of the
derivative security. We would appreciate receiving confirmation
from the staff in this regard. . :

Please call the undersigned if you need any further information.
Very truly yours,
Robert J. Diercks

RJD:ce
Endosure

RJD-122*
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May 28, 1991

Office of Chief Counsel

" Division of Corporation Finance
Securities & Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Street N.W. i
Washington, D.C. 20549 ‘

. Dear Sir or Madam:

Interpretative Advice With Respect
to Amended Section 16 Rules

In accordance with conversationg with the Staff of the Division
of Corporation Finance, the following interpretative question is
submitted with respect to the recently adopted amendments to the
Commission's rules under Section 16 of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934,

Rule 16(b)-3(c)(1) provides that in order for a grant of an
equity security, including & derivative security, to be exempt
from Section 16(b), a total of six months must elapse between
the grant of the derivative security and the sale of the
security underlying the derivative security., If a former
employee received the grant of a stock option more than six
months before the date of a proposed sale, but in connection
with the termination of the employment relationship the Plan
Administrator agreed to accelerate the vesting provisions of the -
Btock option, does the change of the vesting period create a
*new" derivative security which must be held for six months from
the date the vesting provisions are chenged? The acceleration
of the vesting period was done in accordance with the existing.
Plan.

Thank you for your assistance in connection with this inquiry.

Sincerely,
} /EE°’a4::%-élsttxzbh<>£21,
' Robert J. Diercks

RiD:ce
RD-122*
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Emanuel D. Strauss cmWOWJWNFmMWEL

Office of the Chief Counsel
Securities and Exchange Commission
450 Fifth Btreet
Judiciary Plaza
Washington, D.C. 205

9

Re: BEC St ff_Pcsition gelating to Assumption or

Dear Mr. Strauss:
The undersidned would like to express our views to the
understand to be the Staff's preliminary
ment of the assumption or substitution of
Section 16 rules promulgated in Release
February 8, 1991 (the "Release”).

position on the trea
options under the ne
Number 34-28869 date

This subjec
corporate community.
involves options of
the date of acquisit
under which the opti
acguiring company, ©O
the acquiring compan
In both situations,

is of widespread interest to the
We believe that a typical fact pattern
n acquired company that are outstanding on
on where (1) such options (and the plan
ns were granted) are assumed by the
(2) equivalent options are substituted by
for the options of the acquired company.
i) the exercise price and the number of
jons are adjusted to reflect the exchange
jon and (ii) there is no acceleration of
d or substituted options. 1In the case of
ions and an option plan, there are no
terms of the options assumed. In the case
of the substitution pf options, all of the other terms of the
substituted options pre substantially the same as the terms of
the old options. 1It| is our understanding that the Staff’'s
preliminary position on this fact pattern is that the
assumption or substijtution of an option is deemed to be the
disposition of the ¢ld option and the grant of a new option
with a new six-month holding period. :

ratio of the acguisi
vesting of the assum
the assumption of op
other changes in the
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Interpretive Letter s
of options under the
non-event for purpose
urge the Staff to ado
substitution of an op
deemed a redemption,
old option and the g
new six-month holdin
period for the share
substituted option w
option was granted b

If the Staf
its preli
options,
their long

e e,

bn. We recommend that the Staff issue an
Lating that the assumption or substitution

honditions described above will be a

of Section 16. More specifically, we

t the position that the assumption or

jon by an acquiring company would not be
ancellation or other disposition of the
nt of a new option, and would not start a
period. ~Rather, the six-month holding
purchasable under the assumed or

1d relate back to the original date the
the acquired company.

were to adopt what we understand to be

minary positfion on the assumption or substitution of
the result Would be to encourage insiders to cash out
-term optidqns prior to an acquisition, rather than to
accept assumed or substituted op
holding period and the resulting market risk.

tions with a new six-month
We believe that

this result was not intended by the Release and would be

" inconsistent with th

goals and reasonable expectations of the

parties to an acquisition.

Discugsion.
former Rule 16b-6(c¢)

]

The policy considerations underlying
are an appropriate starting point for our

analysis. These policy considerations remain relevant even
though Rule 16b-6(c)|has been repealed because option exercises
are no longer "purchases.® Under former Rule 16b-6(c), the
disposition of a security purchased upon exercise of an option,
where the option was|acquired more than six months before its
exercise, was exempt|from Section 16(b) if the disposition was
pursuant to a merger| consolidation or reclassification of the
issuer's securities pr in connection with the purchase of
assets. Examples bf the manner in which this exemption was
applied under the former rules are contained in Questions 137
and 141 of SEC Releage Number 34-18114 dated September 24, 1981.

The importahce of this exemption is referred to on
page 60 of the Releage:

»The former] rule was promulgated in response to
concern that profit recovery under such circumstances
would nega the accrued value of long-term options.

i/
six-month Holding period requirement designed to limit
speculative abuse. The six-month holding period
requiremeny of new Rule 16b-3(c) (1) will similarly
1imit speculative abuse in a manner consistent with
the former |Rule.

We acknowladge that former Rule 16b-6(c) imposed a

e
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An insider wbuld be required to exercise the option,
which was debmed a purchase under the former scheme,
before surrehdering the underlying securities into the
merger. Without the exemption, the combination of the
exercise and the surrender of the underlying securi-
ties would result automatically in a short-swing
transaction [subject to Section 16(b)."

On page 60 of the Release, the SEC suggests that the
former exemption is mo longer necessary "because the exercise
of the option is exenpt if it is not out-of-the money."
Reference is also made to page 114 of the Release, which
rescinds Questions 137 through 141 as no longer necessary. To
this end, footnote 1954 of the Release concludes that:

"While the
for the dis
exemption a
long-term a
short-swing
providing a
underlying

ew rules would not provide an exemption
osition of the underlying securities, the
opted for exercises should protect

cretion in the value of options from
profit recovery as a result of a merger by
exemption for the acquisition of the
tock."”

hat, in adopting the new rules, the

tend to change the policy underlying

that long-term appreciation of stock
adversely affected by an acquisition.
adopts its preliminary position on the
ution of options, the accrued value of

t are assumed or substituted in an

nfairly impaired by the imposition of a
period. The effect of the staff's

would be to encourage insiders with vested
heir options prior to the acquisition,

the market risk of assumed or substituted
x-month holding period.

We belleve
Commission did not i
former Rule 16b-6(c)
options should not b
However, if the Staf
assumption or substi
long-term options th
acquisition will be
new six-month holdin
preliminary position
options to exercise
rather than to accep
options with a new s

The followi
treat@ent that wgul

g example illustrates the inconsistent
result under the Staff's preliminary

that cash out options in such a casze
s that have such options assumed or

compared with insid
uted options:

replaced with substi

Assume that| each of Insiders A snd B has an option to
purchase 50,000 shages of stock that is immediately exercisable
and that was granted more than six months ago. Insider A
exercises his optior immediately prior to the merger. Insider
B doet not exercise [her option, and the option is assumed (or
substituted for) in {the merger. Insider A, by exercising his

6/p°d
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option, can sell the

being subject to Sect
market risk because h
contrast, Insider B 4
merger, but instead h
Insider B is treated
be subject to a new s
associated market ris

option. This result
force Insider B to e

holding period (and t

she does not exercis
take place during th

If the SEC®
substituted options
encourage insiders t
merger, but it also
harsh results in oth
context of an acquis

First, inm
the acquired company
company immediately
an insider may be fi
the acquiring compan
most options (includ
exercised within thr
employment, a termin
with the cash to exe
termination, and the
six-month holding pe
sold. This is a ris
insider had exercise
(As some of us noted
1991 with respect to
period requirement s
litigation for an is
shortly after an acq

Second, if
expire within six mo
of a new six-month h
who exercises an opt
required to hold the
acquisition, and ass
gsimply because the
term of the option.
by the Release.

6/5°d

hares before the acquisition without

on 16. Insider A bears no additional

hes elected to cash out his option. By
es not exercise her option prior to the

s her option assumed or substituted.

s having received a new option and would
z-rionth holding period (and the

) merely because she did not cash out her
8 inegquitable. There is no reason to
recise, or to impose a new six-month

e resulting market risk) on Insider B if
, simply because an acquisition happens to
term of the option.

intended approach toward assumed and

s adopted, it will not only unnecessarily
cash out their option holdings prior to a
ay create unexpected and unnecessarily

r situations that frequently arise in the
tion.

ny acquisition transactions, an insider of
becomes an insider of the acquiring

fter the merger. Not infrequently, such
ed or otherwise terminate employment with
shortly after the acquisition. Because
ng assumed or substituted options) must be
e months or less of termination of .
ted insider may be required to come up
cise the option shortly following

be subject to a market risk until the

iod has expired and the shares can be

that would not have occurred if the

the option prior to the acquisition.
in our discussion with you on November 20,
Foster Pepper, this six-month holding
gnificantly increases thes risk of

uver that wishes to terminate an insider
isition.) ﬂ

n assumed option would by its terms
ths after the acquisition, the imposition
1ding period would mean that an insider

ion prior to its expiration would be

ghares for sixz months after the

a market risk during that perioq,
quisition happened to occur during the
This obviously is not the result intended
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Third, where|an assumed option was not originally
granted pursuant to ajRule 16b-3 plan, treating the assumption
as the disposition of|the old option and the grant of a new
option means that sn [nsider who had a prior purchase within
six months of the asshmption would have a matching purchase and
sale at the time of the assumption; the cancellation of the old
option woi}d be treatkd as a szale and matched with the prior
purchase. This is Bn unfair result for insiders who would
not have encountered this problem under the former rules (which
did not distinguish between 16b-3 and non-16b-3 options) and
who would not encounter this problem if they had cashed out
their options prior tp the acquisition.

From a polidy perspective, the Staff's contemplated
position is neither required by nor consistent with the
underlying purpose off the statute. The Supreme Court itself
has repeatedly observed that it is *reluctant to exceed a
literal, 'mechanical’| application of the statutory text” in
part because Section [16(b) imposes »1iability without fault..."
Gollust v, Mendell, | _U.5. ___, 111 §.Ct. 2173, 115 L.EA. 24.
109, 118 (1991), quoting
Securities Go., 423 U.S. 232, 251 (1976). Nothing in the
legislative history gqf Section 16(b) andé nothing in the
language of the statyte itself compels the result the Staff is
?onsi?ering. Bee, elg, 8. Rep. No. 792, 734 Cong., 24 Eess.

1934).- :

When there is an assumption or substitution of options
in connection with an acquisition under circumstances in which
the new options are substantially equivalent to their
predecessors, there is no nevw investment decision being made
that gives rise to the danger that Congress sought to prevent
through the adoption|of Section 16(b). Indeed, in the classic
situation, an option|for shares of the acquired company is
simply replaced with|an identical option for shares of the
scquiring company unger terms and conditions that reflect
precisely the same conversion ratio offered to public
shareholders. Whateyer change results to the economic value of

2/ A gimilar rksult would occur under a literal
interpretatfion of new Rule 16b-3(c) (1) with respect to
options grapted pursuant to a Rule 16b-3 plan if the
Staff were ko view the cancellation of the old option
as an event| that results in the loss of the exemption
for the grant.

1S3M XOIMN3L WJIBE:EB 16, 68 034
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the option and to the|economic value of the underlying shares
is caused solely by the acquisition at the associated
conversion ratio. There is no change in value that results
from & grant or exercise of any option or from any decision
made by any option hojider independent of the acquisition
jtself. Accordingly,|the danger of insider trading that
Congress sought to prevent through the strict liability
provisions of Section| 16(b) simply does not arise.

We respectfully request your reconsideration of what
we understand to be your preliminary position on the issue of
assumption or substitution of options in the context of an
acquigition. We would welcome an opportunity to discuss this
issue in person or in a conference telephone call. We also
would be happy to submit & formal reguest for an Interpretive
Letter if that would [be appropriate.

6/4°d 1S MTMR4 LTI AR TA. AR AN
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to you.

Thank you £pr your permitting us to foward our views

Very truly yéurs,

" 4

Scott P./ Spector
Fenwick & West

1son, Sonsini, Goodrich
(415) 494-0600 Rosati

(415) 493-9300Q g ?

Michael R. Jacpbson william (. New;il
Cooley, Godwarfl, Castro McCutcheony Doyle,
Buddleson & Tatum Brown & Enersen

(415) 494-7622 (415) 38

S Vs O Biade

’.
e

§. James Disegtardo
Brobeck, Phleger .& . Harrison
(415) 424-0160

ogpﬁh-a. Grundfes
stinford Law School
(415) 723-0458
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